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like it or not, from the day we invaded
Iraq, that was our destiny. So let’s
have those big debates. In the center of
that has to be oil and the revenues that
are fueling so much of what is hap-
pening over there.

I thank the Presiding Officer for giv-
ing me the opportunity to speak today.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GARDNER). The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————
OIL AND GAS EXPORTS

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, 1
couldn’t help overhearing my friend
from Massachusetts talking about
something really good that is going to
happen; that is, we are going to lift the
caps off our exports on oil and gas.

I just can’t understand why we ever
had caps on exports. It seems like this
administration is perfectly willing not
just to approve of but to encourage
countries like Iran and Russia to ex-
port their oil and help them and yet
preclude us from doing the same thing.
Right now one of the problems we have
with Russia is they have a hand up on
us because there are so many countries
over there dependent on them for their
ability to have energy. It is just pretty
amazing that is going on.

So I am really glad. Hopefully, this
will go through. I know in my State of
Oklahoma it has cost literally hun-
dreds of jobs in just three companies
because they could no longer afford to
drill here.

That is a big issue. I remember I was
invited to Lithuania back when the
President of Lithuania wanted to dedi-
cate and open their first terminal so
that they would be able to import gas
and oil, some of that being from us. Ev-
eryone there was so joyous of the fact
that they were not going to have to
rely on Russia any longer, that they
could rely more on us. We do have
friends out there whom we want to be
able to take care of.

PARIS CLIMATE CHANGE
AGREEMENT

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, this past
weekend, the officials from the admin-
istration traveled 3,800 miles to Paris
to attend the international climate ne-
gotiations in Paris. As a reminder, this
is a program that has been going on
now for 21 years. The ones who started
this whole idea that the world is com-
ing to an end because of global warm-
ing came from the United Nations.

I have gone to several of these meet-
ings. I didn’t go to this one because
even John Kerry, our Secretary of
State, said publicly that there is not
going to be anything binding. If there
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is nothing binding, then why are they
even there? In fact, it was interesting
because when he made that statement,
President Hollande of France was out-
raged. He said: He must have been con-
fused when he said that. But that
changed the whole thing. It was on No-
vember 11 that he made that state-
ment.

Anyway, they went ahead and they
had their 21st annual conference. I re-
member one of them I went to. I ran
into a friend of mine from a West Afri-
can country.

I said: Luke, what are you doing
here? Why are you over here? You don’t
believe all this stuff, do you, on global
warming?

He said: No, but we stand to be able
to bring back literally billions of dol-
lars to Benin, West Africa. Besides
that, this is the biggest party of the
year.

The worst thing they said happened
at the South America meeting 3 years
ago was they ran out of caviar. Any-
way, we are paying for all that stuff.
When they went over and said that
wonderful things were going to happen
in Paris, we knew it wasn’t going to
happen.

The COP21 conference has nothing do
with saving the environment. With no
means of enforcement and no guar-
antee of funding as developed countries
had hoped, the deal will not reduce
emissions and it will have no impact on
global temperatures.

When they say they had this historic
meeting, everyone was scratching their
heads wondering: What happened? Did
they win anything at all?

James Hansen is the scientist who is
credited with being the father of global
warming. I can remember when I got
involved with the issue when they
came back from Kyoto and wanted to
ratify a treaty, and that was at the
turn of the century, 1998. James Han-
sen has been working on global warm-
ing—he is a NASA scientist—for years.
It goes all the way back to the
eighties. He characterized what hap-
pened in an interview he had with the
British newspaper the Guardian. He
said the agreement is a fraud. Here is
the guy who is the father of global
warming, and he said it is a fraud and
it doesn’t accomplish anything. This is
likely because the only guaranteed
outcome from the Paris agreement is
continued growth in emissions.

According to a study from the MIT
Joint Program on the Science and Pol-
icy of Global Change, global emissions
will increase by 63 percent through—
that is assuming that everyone com-
plies with their commitments, which
obviously they will not and they
can’t—global emissions will increase
by 63 percent through 2050 compared to
the year 2010. By the end of this cen-
tury, the MIT study projects, tempera-
tures—if they were successful—would
only be reduced by 0.2 degrees Celsius.

Even the 26 to 28 percent greenhouse
gas emission reductions which Presi-
dent Obama committed to on this
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agreement is really a fraud. There is an
environmentalist witness who came be-
fore our committee. He was the Sierra
Club’s former general counsel, and his
name is David Bookbinder. He testified
before the Senate Environment and
Public Works committee—the one that
I chair—this year saying that the
President’s power plan does not add up
to the 26 to 28 percent target; it is to-
tally unattainable.

When asked to explain the targets in
corresponding regulatory actions to
Congress, the key administration offi-
cials refused to do that.

In fact, something happened. It may
be the first time this has happened.
People wonder how the unelected bu-
reaucracies go off and do things that
are not in keeping with the majority of
the American people, and we see this
all the time. To preclude that from
happening, every bureaucracy has a
committee in the Senate and in the
House that is supposed to be watching
what they are doing and they are sup-
posed to be overseeing. They have ju-
risdiction, just like my committee has
jurisdiction over the EPA. I tried to
get them to come in and tell us when it
was announced by President Obama
that they were going to propose the 26
to 28 percent reduction in greenhouse
gases by 2025, and they refused to tes-
tify.

I would ask the Chair, in the years
you have been here, have you ever seen
a bureaucracy refuse to come before
the committee that has the jurisdic-
tion? They did. We are the authority in
Congress to approve such—it has not
only not pledged the money that has
been committed as our price to pay, we
haven’t actually appropriated any
money at all.

So while proclaimed as historic, this
agreement did little to overcome the
longstanding obstacle that has plagued
international climate agreements from
the start where responsibility is un-
equally divided between the developed
and the developing world.

I can remember back in about 1999, I
guess it was, around the Kyoto time,
we had a vote here, and I was involved
in that vote. It was called the Chuck
Hagel and Bob Byrd vote. It said that if
you come back from any of these
places where you are putting this to-
gether with a treaty—whether it is
Kyoto or another treaty—we will not
vote to ratify a treaty that either is
bad for the economy of America or
doesn’t treat China and the developing
countries the same as it treats us. That
passed 95 to 0. So when they go over
and come back, it is dead on arrival.
The thing is, everyone knows it except
for the 192 countries that were over
there. So we can’t figure out why they
would call this a historic event.

While the administration is pushing
forward with economically disastrous
climate regulations before the end of
his Presidency, China gets to continue
business as usual, including emissions
growth through 2030—each year. That
is about 15 years of increase. They
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came back saying: Well, we have to in-
crease our CO, emissions for 15 more
years.

Yesterday morning, just 3 days after
India signed off on the final Paris
agreement, the Guardian—that is the
big newspaper in London—reported
that India is targeting to more than
double its output of 1.5 billion tons
through 2020 because ‘‘coal provides the
cheapest energy for rapid industrializa-
tion that would lift millions out of pov-
erty.”

At the historic meeting they had, the
top official from India’s Coal Ministry
said:

Our dependence on coal will continue.
There are no other alternatives available.

India is not alone; there are numer-
ous other countries that will continue
to do that.

Even though the temperature level
set is misleading, a 1.5-degree cap on
global temperature increase is no more
realistic or technologically feasible
than the 2 degrees they used before
this.

The fine print remains the same. For
any agreement to have legal signifi-
cance within the United States, it has
to be ratified by the Senate. People in
other countries don’t know that. They
think someone, particularly a very
strong President like President
Obama—that he can just pretty much
mandate anything he wants. It doesn’t
work that way in the United States.

In what was literally the final hour—
this is very interesting—they had to
delay the announcement of their agree-
ment by 2 hours because they wanted
to make one change in the agreement.
They had language that said ‘‘devel-
oped country’”’—that is us, the United
States—‘‘parties shall continue taking
the lead by undertaking economy-
wide. . . .” and then explained how to
do it. They wanted to replace the
“shall” with ‘‘should’” because they
discovered in their discussions that if
they left ‘‘shall” in there, it would
have to come to the U.S. Senate for
ratification, and they would all be em-
barrassed because we would know what
the results of that would be.

Missing from the administration’s
top 21 celebratory speeches is the fact
that neither the American people nor
the U.S. Senate supports the inter-
national agreement and that the cen-
terpiece regulatory commitment—the
so-called Clean Power Plan—faces sig-
nificant legal obstacles in the Con-
gress—in fact, not just obstacles, but it
has already been voted on. There is a
CRA—that is the Congressional Review
Act—and the Congressional Review Act
is saying that we are going to reject
the Clean Power Plan, and it passed
with an overwhelming majority of
Democrats and Republicans in the
House. What they agreed on has al-
ready been rejected.

Missing from almost all of the Paris
agreement coverage before and after is
that the basis for this agreement is not
scientific but political. Ninety percent
of the scientists do not believe the
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world is coming to an end because of
global warming, as environmental
NGOs and the U.S. administration offi-
cials claim.

A Wall Street Journal op-ed exam-
ined what constituted this misrepre-
sentation of 97 percent. We always hear
that 97 percent of the scientists say
that this is true; it must be true. Any-
time you have something that is un-
popular, if you keep saying over and
over again that the science is settled, a
lot of people out there believes it is.
But when they did the analysis of the
97 percent consensus and explained it,
it was simply based on fractions of re-
spondents. For example, in a com-
monly cited 2009 survey of over 3,100 re-
spondents, only 79 were counted be-
cause they claimed their expertise was
solely climate-related.

Well, the 97 percent consensus was
reviewed just a few weeks ago by one of
the news stations in their poll—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for 1 more minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. INHOFE. The poll found that 97
percent of Americans don’t care about
global warming when stacked against
issues such as terrorism, immigration,
health care, and the economy. I re-
member when it used to be the No. 1
concern of Americans, and following
the same March Gallup poll over the
years, it has gone from No. 1 or No. 2
over that period of time to No. 15—dead
last. They have a lot of work to do, and
it is not going to work.

Before I yield the floor, let me thank
my friend from Connecticut for all of
his help last night. We worked late,
and we did the right thing. I appreciate
that very much.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I
am pleased and honored to follow my
colleague from Oklahoma, and I extend
my thanks to him for his cooperation
on the legislation we did last night by
unanimous consent, which I was
pleased to support eventually and work
with him to reach a resolution on.

(The further remarks of Mr.
BLUMENTHAL are printed in today’s
RECORD during consideration of S. Res.
310.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

RECOGNIZING THE PEOPLE OF
CAMPBELL COUNTY, WYOMING

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I recently
traveled to my hometown of Gillette,
WY. I am usually in Wyoming most
weekends, but I get to my hometown
only about every other month because
I have a huge State to cover. I hap-
pened to get there when the senior citi-
zens were having their annual crafts
gala. As I wandered through, looking
at all of the marvelous things they had
done, I was shown a Christmas orna-
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ment specifically designed for our
county. I was asked if I could take it
and a message to our President. Of
course I agreed, and today I want to
share that message and that ornament
with my fellow Senators.

That is what it looks like on the
tree.

The letter says:

Dear Mr. President,

We seniors of Gillette, Campbell County,
Wyoming, want to send you this Christmas
ornament that reflects the support of many
programs in our community. Without the
coal and oil industries, Campbell County
would not have such a wonderful school sys-
tem or the outstanding programs for seniors.
The Campbell County Senior Center provides
hot lunches for seniors Monday through Fri-
day and serves about 100 (or more) every day.
It also offers numerous other activities such
as ceramics, painting, exercise classes, social
activities, computer classes, day trips to
local points of interest, and assistance in
completing forms for government programs.
We feel the Campbell County Senior Center
is the Cadillac of all senior centers.

The coal and oil industries not only sup-
port Campbell County but they support the
whole State of Wyoming. Much of the tax
dollars generated by the coal and oil indus-
tries are distributed throughout Wyoming.
When your administration tries so hard to
close down these industries, it not only af-
fects the thousands of families in Campbell
County but it affects the whole state. Al-
though we realize there are valid concerns
about global warming and environmental
issues in our country, we want to testify
that the coal and oil industries in our county
are environmentally conscience and they
work hard to beautify the land here.

The people of Wyoming not only receive
but they also give freely. If there is anyone
in need here, the people step forward and
give their time, talents, and resources. If
every state in this country would give as
Wyoming does, there wouldn’t be any hunger
or homelessness.

We have enclosed some photos to show you
a few of the programs offered to children,
seniors, and families in Campbell County. We
ask that you please take the time to look at
them. We would also like to invite you to
visit Campbell County to see the wonderful
community we have. Visit our open-pit coal
mines and our oil industry along with the
various forms of wildlife that share this
land.

Thank you for taking the time to listen to
the concerned seniors of Gillette, Wyoming.

May God Bless You and Your Family!

The letter is dated November 17, 2015.
At the end of the letter is a list of a
number of the seniors who signed the
letter. I ask unanimous consent that
their names be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Thomas W. Procket, Sheryl Matthews,

Nancy Pauluson, Rollie G. Banks, Zaigie
Setterling, Marlene Jones, Debbie S.
Schofield, Jeff Ketterling, Buede Jones,
James Osborne, Camel A. Lipne, Naima

Appel, Jim & Eseelle Hanson, Marian Neuge-
bauer, Colleen Neese, Joann Gilliertson,
Betty Lou Anderson, Norm Bennett, Marie
Mortellaro, John P. McClellam, Mary Jo
Younglund, Bradley Shane Anderson, Marie
Tarno, Margret Chase, Barbara Rognnae,
Laura Kerry, Bernie A. Darson, Bonnie Z.
Namor, June Keeney, Kerolyn S. Jones, Allie
Bratton.

Janel Laubach, I C. Hecht, Rhyllis Rae
Alldekoven, Cathy Raney, Barbara
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